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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to because figures 7-29 appear to be photographs that are 
illegible. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1. 121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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3. Claims 1-7 and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Adam 
(U.S. 4,741,537). 

Adam generally discloses a golf-teeing device having an golf ball storage and feeding 
means in combination with a tee-lifting means which are selectively actuatable for smoothly and 
efficiently placing golf balls upon a tee at a desired height without need for adjustment of the 
golfers stance or handgrip. Adam additionally discloses a method and apparatus: 

Regarding claims 1 and 15: 

• an automatic tee-up device, comprising: a golf ball reservoir (storage means 8) (Fig. 

i); 

• a platform (25) with a groove (54) for a golf ball to travel from the reservoir to a tee, 
with the tee movable from below a level of the golf ball in the groove to above the 
level of the golf ball in the groove (Fig. 1, 5, 8, 9, column 2, lines 20-65, and column 
3, line 34-column 7, line 6); 

• and a ball ejector (rocking arm 37) disposed to eject golf balls one at a time from the 
reservoir (storage means 8) onto the groove (Fig. 1, 5, 8, 9 and column 6, lines 25- 
41); 

• wherein after the golf ball is ejected by the ejector, the golf ball travels on the groove 
to the tee and is raised by the tee into a position suitable for striking with a golf club 
(Fig. 1, 5, 8, 9, column 2, lines 20-65, and column 3, line 34-column 7, line 6). 

Regarding claim 2: 

• wherein the platform includes a mat that has the groove (54) (Figs. 1 and 3). 
Regarding claim 3 : 
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• wherein the mat with the groove is removable from the rest of the platform (Fig. 3). 
Regarding claim 4: 

• wherein the platform includes at least one other mat (2) positioned where a golfer 
stands on the platform (Fig. 1 and column 3, lines 36-37). 

Regarding claims 5 and 16: 

• wherein the ball ejector operates in conjunction with an agitating block so as to eject 
the golf balls one at a time and so as to agitate golf balls in the reservoir (column 3, 
line 58-column 4, line 22). The examiner interprets the outside of the storage means 
to be an agitating block because the outside of the storage means directs the golf balls 
down a spiraling tubing (10) via gravity. The movement of the golf balls along this 
path are agitated or moved. 

Regarding claim 6: 

• wherein the ball ejector and the tee are actuated by a lever (7) that projects from the 
platform (Figs. 1, 3, 6, and column 3, lines 40-44). 

Regarding claims 7 and 17: 

• wherein the lever is disposed to be actuated by a head of the golf club moved in a 
horizontal arc (Figs. 1,3,6, and column 3, lines 40-44). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 8-10 and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Adam (U.S. 4,741,537) in view of Eckardt Jr. et al. ("Eckardt") (U.S. 20030162598). 

Adam discloses that as discussed above with regard to claims 1-7 and 15-17. Adam 
additionally discloses: 

Regarding claim 9: 

• wherein the tee is removable so as to facilitate replacement of the tee. The tee is 
removable because it may be glued in place. Also, the height of the tee may be 
increased or decreased by increasing or decreasing the number of spacers (91). 

However, Adam appears to lack explicitly disclosing: 
Regarding claims 8 and 18: 

• wherein the lever is connected to a ramp and the tee is connected to a tapered block 
that rests on the ramp such that movement of the ramp causes the tee to raise or to 
lower. 

Regarding claims 10 and 19: 

• wherein different positions of the lever correspond to different tee heights, and 
wherein the platform further includes a scale adjacent the lever corresponding to the 
tee heights. 

Eckardt, an analogous semiautomatic teeing device teaches of a lever (9) attached to 
ramp (64) which is used to adjust the height of the tee. Eckardt additionally teaches: 
Regarding claims 8 and 18: 

• wherein the lever (9) is connected to a ramp (64) and the tee is connected to a tapered 
block (extension 62) that rests on the ramp such that movement of the ramp causes 
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the tee to raise or to lower (Figs. 2, 7 and paragraphs 12, 18, 20-21, 23-24, 57, 72-73, 
75-76, 96-97, and 106). 
Regarding claims 10 and 19: 

• wherein different positions of the lever (9) correspond to different tee heights, and 
wherein the platform further includes a scale adjacent the lever corresponding to the 
tee heights (Figs. 2, 7 and paragraphs 12, 18, 20-21, 23-24, 57, 72-73, 75-76, 96-97, 
and 106). Although Eckardt does not explicitly disclose a scale adjacent the lever 
corresponding to the tee heights, it would have been obvious to do so at the time of 
Applicant's invention because it would allow a golfer to adjust the tee to a desired 
height without the need to experiment to find the desired height. 

It would have been obvious at the time of Applicant's invention to modify Adam's lever 
with that of Eckardt. One would have been motivated to do so such that a golfer could practice 
with different clubs at various tee heights, such as, a driver which would be teed up higher than 
say that for a nine iron. 

6. Claims 1 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Adam (U.S. 
4,741,537) in view of Lai (U.S. 4,779,796). 

Adam discloses that as discussed above with regard to claims 1-7 and 15-17. Adam 
additionally discloses: 
Regarding claim 13: 

• wherein the groove (54) is in a removable mat on the platform (25) (Fig. 1, 5, 8, 9, 
column 2, lines 20-65, and column 3, line 34-column 7, line 6); 
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• wherein the platform includes at least two mats positioned where a golfer stands on 
the platform (Fig. 1, 5, 8, 9, column 2, lines 20-65, and column 3, line 34-column 7, 
line 6). 

Adam appears to lack explicitly disclosing: 
Regarding claimll: 

• further comprising one or more leveler feet on which the platform rests, the leveler 
feet permitting the platform to be leveled. 

Regarding claim 12: 

• wherein the platform further includes at least one hinge by which the platform can be 
folded up. 

Regarding claim 13: 

• wherein a seam between the two mats aligns with the hinge. 

Lai, an analogous golf teeing device that can also be used for practice, teaches of a height 
adjustable golf platform that additionally folds along a hinge and may be locked such that the 
device may be stored away when not in use. Lai teaches: 

Regarding claim 1 1 : 

• further comprising one or more leveler feet (wedge leaf 13) on which the platform 
rests, the leveler feet permitting the platform to be leveled (Figs. 1, 10 and Column 2, 
lines 6-12). Although the wedge leafs are typically used to simulate a sloping surface 
on a golf course, it may also be used to level the golf platform on an un-level surface. 

Regarding claim 12: 
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• wherein the platform further includes at least one hinge (10) by which the platform 
can be folded up (Fig. 6). 

Regarding claim 13: 

• wherein a seam (see figs. 6 and 13-15) between the two mats aligns with the hinge 
(10) (Fig. 6). 

7. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Adam (U.S. 
4,741,537) in view of Lai (U.S. 4,779,796) and further in view of Koett (U.S. 3,693,979). 

Adam and Lai teach that as disclosed above regarding claims 11-13. Adam and Lai 
appear to specifically teach: 

Regarding claim 14: 

• wherein further including at least two wheels disposed for moving the automatic tee- 
up device when the platform is folded up. 

Koett, an analogous golf practice device, teaches of a golf practice device wherein the 
device has roller means (78) supporting the device such that the device may be moved to any 
desired location. Koett teaches: 

Regarding claim 14: 

• wherein further including at least two wheels (78) disposed for moving the automatic 
tee-up device when the platform is folded up (Fig. 4). 

It would have been obvious at the time of Applicant's invention to modify the 
combination of Adam and Lai with the roller means of Koett. One would have been motivated 
to do so in order for the golf teeing device to be rolled to a desired location to be stored away 
when not in use. 
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8. Claims 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lai (U.S. 
4,779,796) in view of Koett (U.S. 3,693,979). 

Lai discloses golf teeing device that can also be used for practice, teaches of a height 
adjustable golf platform that additionally folds along a hinge and may be locked such that the 
device may be stored away when not in use. Lai discloses: 

Regarding claim 20: 

• folding up the platform (1) at a hinge (10) on the platform (Fig. 6). 
Regarding claim 21: 

• removing at least one mat from the platform. Inherently, the leafs of the platform are 
removable via hinge (10) (Fig. 6). 

Lai appears to lack explicitly disclosing: 
Regarding claim 20: 

• rolling the platform to a storage location. 

Koett, an analogous golf practice device, teaches of a golf practice device wherein the 
device has roller means (78) supporting the device such that the device may be moved to any 
desired location. Koett teaches: 

Regarding claim 20: 

• rolling the platform to a storage location (Fig. 4, column 5, lines 8-31, and claim 5). 
It would have been obvious at the time of Applicant's invention to modify Lai with the 

roller means of Koett. One would have been motivated to do so in order for the golf teeing 
device to be rolled to a desired location to be stored away when not in use. 
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Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

• Russell et al. '896, Howe '370, Gager '816, Gager ' 110, Hughes '332, Ballinger et al. 
'685, and Brown '299 disclose golf ball teeing devices and methods. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Scott E. Jones whose telephone number is (571) 272-4438. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30 A.M. - 5:00 P.M.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Hotaling can be reached on (57 1) 272-4437. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Scott E. Jones 
Primary Examiner 
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